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The Influence of Job Insecurity on Expatriate Employees’ Perceptions 




 Employees’ wellbeing is nowadays at the core of organizational HRM strategies, 
as firms have turned to grasp the significance of human resources while attaining 
competitive advantages. However, some external factors like localization of labor can 
adversely influence expatriate employees’ perception of wellbeing at the firm level. The 
current study examines the influence of job insecurity on employee’s perceptions of 
wellbeing, and their involvement in knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding strategies. 
The data is collected from 265 expatriate employees working at different organizations in 
Saudi Arabia. The Saudi Arabian government is currently implementing localization 
policies, and the organizations are increasingly replacing their expatriate employees with 
local employees in order to avoid governmental penalties. Therefore, it is important to 
examine how this job insecurity might be affecting expatriate employees’ perceptions of 
wellbeing and knowledge management behaviors. The study uses Partial Least Squares 
(PLS) path-modeling technique to test the hypotheses proposed in this research. Some 
findings derived from this research are contrary to previous studies owing to the specific 
context examined in this research. The study found significant influence of job insecurity 
and employees’ perceptions of work engagement, and knowledge sharing. There is no 
significant association found between job insecurity and knowledge hiding. Whereas, work 
engagement has a significant association with knowledge sharing and burnout. Finally, 
burnout is significantly related to knowledge hiding behavior among expatriate employees.  
 




































































Keywords: Job insecurity, work engagement, burnout, employee wellbeing, knowledge 
sharing, knowledge hiding. 
INTRODUCTION 
The last few decades have dramatically changed the way of doing business and 
managing the workplace. The escalation in the use of computers and information and 
communication technologies has driven organizations to become more innovative and 
competent while adapting themselves to the currently dynamic business and work 
environment (Leal-Rodríguez et al. 2018). In this vein, firms are increasingly developing 
knowledge management (KM) systems to take advantage of the explicit and tacit 
knowledge resources and boost their intellectual capital. In other words, organizational 
design and managerial practice has significantly turned more knowledge-focused (Alavi 
and Leidner 2001). Besides, organizations are now striving to improve their employees’s 
levels of wellbeing to maintain an engaged, highly motivated and competitive workforce 
and to be able to retain their more talented employees (Wright and Bonett 2007; Rothausen 
et al. 2017). There is plenty of evidence available in the management literature that 
emphasizes the significance of employees’ wellbeing to yield improved individual and 
organizational outcomes and plenty of studies have examined the role of employee-related 
factors while designing and implementing knowledge management strategies. However, 
there is a scarcity of research studies aimed at examining the wellbeing perceptions of 
employees and their intentions to share or hide knowledge in the times of job insecurity. 
As posited by Ferreira et al. (2017) further research should be directed towards the 
topics of global Human Resources Management (HRM) and knowledge management in 




































































relevant international business ventures. In this vein, this paper aims to shed light upon this 
research line by attempting to provide answers to the following research questions: (1) How 
do expatriate employees behave in terms of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding 
within contexts of job insecurity? and (2) how does these employees’ perception of 
wellbeing determine or influence their willingness to rely on knowledge sharing or 
knowledge hiding behaviors? 
Numerous studies have examined the relationship between job insecurity and 
individual engagement (Lu et al. 2014) or work engagement (De Spiegelaere et al. 2014; 
Wang et al. 2014; Moshoeu and Geldenhuys 2015). Other authors have also inquired the 
link between job insecurity and negative outcomes as burnout effects (Schaufeli and 
Greenglass 2001; Bosman et al. 2005; De Cuyper et al. 2012; Aybas et al. 2015; Bitmis 
and Ergeneli 2015; Blom et al. 2018). However, there is sparse research available that 
examines the effect of employees’ wellbeing perceptions on their intentions to share or 
hide knowledge within contexts of job insecurity. For this reason, the current study uses 
employee engagement and burnout as positive and negative behaviors respectively to 
approach the concept of perceived wellbeing. Subsequently, these variables are related to 
the employees’ knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding intentions. Thus, this paper 
proposes an original theoretical model that examines expatriate employees’ perceptions of 
wellbeing, approached through their levels of engagement and burnout caused by job 
insecurity. This model subsequently examines the role of both facets of wellbeing in 
predicting the employees’ knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding intentions. 
Furthermore, this paper also examines the direct influence of job insecurity on expatriate 




































































This study is carried out upon the particular context of expatriates. Concretely, it 
relies on a sample of 265 expatriate employees working in Saudi Arabia. As posited by 
Connelly (2010), the most common profile for an expatriate, namely the ‘traditional 
expatriate’ is that person that works for a multinational corporation that comprises a rather 
large international workforce, a corporate-level internationalization strategy and an 
exhaustively detailed set of expatriation policies. Expatriates. There are plenty of studies 
that assess HRM issues in the context of expatriates working in Saudi Arabia. However, 
very scarce studies attempt to empirically assess knowledge sharing behavior among this 
particular context (i.e., Ewers, 2013; Dulayami et al., 2015; Ali et al., 2018), and none of 
them focuses on the ties between job insecurity, perceived wellbeing and knowledge 
sharing/hiding behaviors.  
This manuscript is organized as follows: section 2 provides a conceptual framework 
useful both for academics and practitioners that intend to explore the links existing between 
job insecurity, the two wellbeing facets –work engagement and burnout and the two 
intentions –knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding–. The third section describes the 
methodology. The fourth section brings the empirical results of the study. And finally, the 
fifth section discusses the main implications arising from the analysis as well as several 
limitations and future lines of research.  
 








































































2.1.1. Job Insecurity 
The conceptualization of job insecurity is a central question in the human resources 
management literature. With this regard, Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) developed an 
exhaustive review of this concept. According to these authors, job insecurity can be defined 
as the employee’s fear of potential loss of continuity in a certain job that may range from 
permanently losing the job itself to losing certain job characteristics that are positively 
valued or considered important by the job-holder. Among the most critical sources of 
threat, Greenhalgh (1983) emphasizes the importance of perceived organizational decline. 
This author argues that employees are normally able to identify when their organization 
has entered in a decline stage. Employees also know that such organizational decline 
frequently bring adjustments that are likely to affect their continuity within their current 
job positions. Fears alike may arise in response to the threat of a potential reorganization. 
Coherently with this approach, in a recent study entitled “The hidden face of job 
insecurity”, Gallie et al. (2017) posit that job insecurity not only comprises the employees’ 
fear of losing their job, but it should, on the contrary, encompass too the employees’ anxiety 
about potential threats to their job status. Moreover, as Abildgaard et al. (2018) state, one 
of the most critical consequences of organizational restructuring, and especially 
downsizing processes, is uncertainty regarding the future features and content of the job 
(qualitative job insecurity) as well as uncertainty about how longer will the employee 
remain within the job position in question (quantitative job insecurity). 
 
2.1.2. Employee’s Wellbeing 
The conceptualization of employee’s wellbeing is quite vague. Warr (1987, 1990) 




































































mental health as an indicator of ‘affective wellbeing’. Diener (1984) has also 
conceptualized employee’s wellbeing as ‘subjective wellbeing’ described by employees’ 
overall experience in life, which is reported through individual’s self-described happiness. 
At the organizational context, job satisfaction is considered to be the most common 
predictor of employees’ perceptions of wellbeing and happiness (Wright 2005). 
Employees’ perceptions and behaviors towards the organization they work for determine 
their perceptions of wellbeing at work. Therefore, positive behaviors like job satisfaction, 
loyalty and work engagement indicate positive perceptions of wellbeing, whereas negative 
behaviors like burnout and turnover intentions represent negative perceptions of wellbeing. 
The current study uses employees’ engagement as a positive behavior, and burnout as a 
negative behavior towards perceptions of wellbeing. Employees’ engagement is 
extensively used in research related to employees’ behavior. In this vein, Schaufeli et al. 
(2006, p. 702), define engagement as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that 
is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption”. The present study uses two 
dimensions of employees’ engagement, including job engagement and organizational 
engagement, as proposed by Saks (2006), and two dimensions of job burnout including, 
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, as proposed by Maslach and Jackson (1981).  
 
2.1.3. Knowledge Sharing 
 Knowledge sharing refers to the exchange of explicit and tacit knowledge among 
employees (Nonaka 1994). Aizpurúa et al. (2011) describe knowledge sharing at the 
workplace as the process through which the knowledge an employee possesses is turned 
into a form that others can grasp, absorb, and exploit. Knowledge sharing is very important 




































































might lead to knowledge creation, knowledge application and and a potential increase in 
innovation outcomes at individual, group and organizational levels (Pinho et al. 2012; 
Wang et al. 2014). Knowledge sharing practices comprise the open sharing of knowledge 
between all employees at different levels and departments, networked formally or 
informally within the organizations (Want et al. 2008). Similarly, Lin (2007, p. 315) defines 
knowledge sharing as “the exchange of employee knowledge, experiences, and skills 
through the whole department or organization. KS comprises a set of shared understandings 
related to providing employees access to relevant information and building and using 
knowledge networks within organizations”. Nowadays, organizations rely on rigorous 
knowledge management systems through the use of information and communication 
technologies (ICTs) to promote knowledge sharing among employees. 
 
2.1.4. Knowledge Hiding 
Knowledge hiding in relatively a new concept in the field of knowledge 
management. Traditionally, majority of research focuses on knowledge sharing, some 
readers might confuse between knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding by considering 
knowledge hiding as an intention to not share the knowledge. Knowledge hiding is not 
simply the lack of knowledge sharing, rather it is an intentional effort to conceal or 
withhold knowledge required by some other (Connelly et al. 2012; Cerne et al. 2014; 
Connelly and Zweig 2015; Bogilovic et al. 2017). Despite all the firms’ endeavors and 
investments in KM systems and practices, knowledge hiding remains a prevalent behavior 




































































USA and 46% of Chinese employees tend to engage in knowledge hiding practices at their 
workplace. 
 Knowledge hiding is practiced by employees in three forms; playing dumb, 
rationalized hiding, and evasive hiding (Connelly et al. 2012). Playing dumb means when 
somebody pretends that he or she does not know when someone requests any specific piece 
of information or knowledge. Rationalized hiding occurs when the knowledge hider 
explains the rationale being hiding the knowledge. Evasive hiding happens when someone 
pretends knowledge seekers that he or she will share the information even when he or she 
is intending to conceal it (Connelly et al. 2012). 
2.2. Links between Job Insecurity, Work Engagement and Burnout 
There is a considerable amount of research available in the academic literature that 
examines the influences of job insecurity on employees’ behavior (Cobb and Kasl 1977; 
Ashford et al. 1989; Lawrence and Kacmar 2017). The psychological stress theory by 
Lazarus and Folkman (1984), relates job insecurity to employee’s subjective assessment of 
job risk and the consequences of job loss (Roskies and Louis-Guerin 1990; Hartley et al. 
1991). The psychological stress theory, posited by Lazarus and Folkman (1984), relates 
job insecurity to employee’s subjective assessment of job risk and the consequences of job 
loss (Roskies and Louis-Guerin 1990; Hartley et al. 1991). Job insecurity is often perceived 
by employees as a threat that may exert severe adverse effects on their mental health and 
subjective wellbeing (Cobb and Kasl 1977; Ashford et al. 1989; Hartley et al. 1991). Job 
insecurity reduces employees’ loyalty to the organization. Moreover, it increases negative 
behaviors and decreases positive behaviors among employees (Hallier and Lyon 1996). Job 




































































(De Witte 1997, 1999). This author describes two dimensions of job insecurity: cognitive 
and affective. The cognitive dimension of job insecurity is related to the perception of 
potential job loss, whereas the affective dimension comprises the employee’s fear of job 
loss (De Witte 2000). In addition, Hallier and Lyon (1996) believe that job insecurity 
contributes to reduce positive behaviors (i.e., job satisfaction) and to increase negative 
behaviors (i.e., intentions to quit job) among employees. Moreover, De Witte (2005) posits 
that job insecurity increases strain for the worker involved, and creates negative energy 
among employees. Other studies point that job insecurity brings an escalation in 
employees’ turnover and health complaints, and a significant reduction of job satisfaction, 
work engagement (Naswall et al. 2005). Several studies like the ones developed by De 
Cuyper and De Witte (2005), De Cuyper et al. (2008) and Stander and Rothmann (2010) 
found job insecurity to be negatively related to employees’ engagement. On the basis of 
the foregoing, this paper proposes the following hypothesis: 
H1: Job insecurity is negatively related to expatriate employee’s work engagement. 
 
Burnout is defined by Maslach and Jackson (1981) as a syndrome characterized by 
deep feelings of emotional exhaustion (feeling emotionally overwhelmed and exhausted 
by work), depersonalization (an impassive and impersonal response towards others), and 
reduced personal accomplishment (a feeling of reduced competence and achievement in 
one’s work). According to these authors, people firstly experience emotional exhaustion 
due to over work-load, then their work relationships starts to be affected by that burnout 




































































desensitization, they get the feeling as if they were not sufficient for their job and 
subsequently they label themselves as unsuccessful.  
With this regard, Burgard et al. (2012) explain that job insecurity provokes stress 
and raises expatriate employee’s levels of anxiety and depression. Hence, burnout is 
considered a response to emotional or interpersonal stressors at work (Maslach and Jackson 
1981, 1996; Mustafa et al. 2007), and also involves an erosion of engagement with one’s 
job (Maslach et al. 2001).  
Expatriates already experience considerable levels of stress and mental exhaustion 
in their jobs as they often work longer hours and should accomplish challenging tasks 
within the context of a foreign country, where they might feel hard to culturally fit and 
establish roots. Localization policies can be a significant additional stressor that may 
impact on their current and future work prospects and on their personal lives as well. Hence, 
we hypothesize: 
H2: Job insecurity is positively related to expatriate employee’s burnout. 
 
2.3. Links between Job Insecurity, Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding  
 Knowledge sharing occupies a central role in employee-related knowledge 
management research. Organizations that realize the significance of knowledge 
management considers knowledge sharing as an important factor in evaluating employee’s 
performance. Therefore, in ideal conditions, employees tend to share their knowledge with 
other colleagues in order to gain maximum benefits from the organization and learning 
from their colleagues as well. However, in the situation of job insecurity, when employees 
are dominated by negative perceptions and energy about organizations, employees tend to 




































































explicit and implicit knowledge shapes a voluntary behavior from employees, and when 
employees are having negative energy they do not engage in such kind of voluntary 
behavior. Moreover, since knowledge is perceived as power and competitive weapon of 
employees when feel their job insecure, they try to secure their competitive advantage by 
not sharing their knowledge with their co-workers. We can therefore, propose the 
hypothesis below. 
H3: Job insecurity is negatively related to expatriate employees’ knowledge sharing 
behavior. 
 
 Knowledge is a key source of power for employees (Foucault 1980; 
Townley 1993), and employees make their own decision for sharing or hiding knowledge 
on the basis of different organizational factors (Heizmann and Olsson 2015). When 
employees perceive that their job is insecure, they might try to hide their knowledge from 
other colleagues to maintain their expert power and secure their job (Hinkin and 
Schriesheim 1989; Raven 2008). Since employees tend to feel worried and anxious due to 
the influence of certain organizational factors that threat their job security, in an attempt to 
compete with their colleagues and to secure their job, employees may hide their knowledge, 
considering knowledge to be their competitive power. Serenko and Bontis (2016) also hold 
that job insecurity increases expatriate employee’s intentions to hide knowledge. Based on 
the above arguments, the current study proposes the following hypothesis. 
H4: Job insecurity is positively related to expatriate employees’ knowledge hiding 
behavior. 
 
2.4. Links between Work Engagement, Burnout and Knowledge Sharing Behavior 
  
Burnout is defined as a syndrome characterized by feelings of emotional exhaustion 




































































impassive and impersonal response towards others), and reduced personal accomplishment 
(a feeling of reduced competence and achievement in one’s work). Burnout is a response 
to emotional or interpersonal stressors at work (Maslach and Jackson 1981, 1996; Mustafa 
et al. 2007), and also involves an erosion of engagement with one’s job (Maslach et al. 
2001). Since employee’s work engagement is a positive behavior, it may have the power 
to change the nature of burnout among employees. Coherently, previous studies also 
suggest a negative association between employee’s engagement and burnout. For instance, 
Schaufeli et al. (2002) noted a negative association between employee’s engagement and 
burnout. Similarly, Schaufeli et al. (2008) also found a negative link between these 
concepts. We therefore, propose the below hypothesis. 
H5: Work engagement is negatively related to expatriate employee’s perceptions of 
burnout. 
 
Employee’s work engagement is a positive behavior that is depicted in their job-
related activities as well as organizational related activities. As suggested by Schaufeli and 
Bakker (2003), engagement is “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind”, and 
hence, the employees who feel engaged display high level of knowledge sharing like 
positive behaviors. In this vein, several studies have linked employee’s engagement with 
high level of intentions to share knowledge. For instance, Cabrera et al. (2006) and Foss, 
et al. (2009) found a positive association between employee’s engagement and their 
knowledge sharing behaviors. Thus, coherently with Schaufeli and Bakker (2003), the 
employees who feel engaged with work may display higher levels of productivity and 




































































Therefore, knowledge sharing itself is a self-motivated process that may lead 
employees to become more willing to share their expertise with their colleagues and 
coworkers only when they are dedicated to their work and enthusiastic about their 
organization (Fatima and Khan 2017). Such knowledge exchange develops the capability 
of an organization to acquire competencies useful while building organizational 
competitive advantages (Reid 2003). In this line, it is worth noting the importance of 
implicating and motivating expatriate employees to share their knowledge with local 
employees or other expatriates. Hence, the receivers of knowledge must have the ability to 
apply this knowledge, generating with this a competitive advantage. We therefore, propose 
the following hypothesis. 
H6: Work engagement is positively related to employee’s knowledge sharing behavior. 
 
 
2.5. The link between Employee Burnout and Knowledge Hiding 
 
The concept of knowledge hiding is not new, it is as old as the field of knowledge 
management itself (Davenport 1997; Davenport and Prusak 1998). However, over the 
decades, researchers mainly focused on knowledge sharing instead of knowledge hiding, 
considering the overlapping nature of both constructs. Knowledge hiding is however, a 
different construct, it is not just a lack knowledge sharing. As suggested by Bogilovic et al. 
(2017), knowledge hiding implies an intentional effort to conceal or withhold knowledge 
required by some other. Knowledge hiding is a negative behavior induced by some other 
negative perceptions hold by the employee. In this way, employees can feel more secure 
while intentionally hiding tacit and explicit knowledge (e.g. skills, expertise, know-how, 




































































discover and exploit these feebleness and opportunities, as they could if all this information 
were divulged (Černe et al. 2014). 
Since burnout is a negative employee’s behavior, it motivates employees to hide 
their knowledge from other employees in order to punish or affect organizational 
effectiveness. 
H7: Burnout is positively related to expatriate employee’s knowledge hiding 
behavior. 
 
Hence, the conceptual model of this study is presented below in Figure 1. The 
independent variable is job insecurity, whereas the dependent variables are work 
engagement, burnout, knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding behaviors. The conceptual 
model shows negative links between job insecurity and work engagement and knowledge 
sharing, whereas positive association is presented between job insecurity, burnout and 
knowledge hiding behavior. Work engagement is also having negative influence on 
employee burnout perceptions. 
--------------------------------------- 




3.1. Sample and data collection  
The data is collected from 265 expatriate employees working in different 
organizations in Saudi Arabia through online survey questionnaire. Participation in the 
survey questionnaire was voluntary and the respondents were assured regarding the 




































































this research, which is quite sufficient as per criteria suggested by (Faul et al. 2007) through 
statistical power analysis using the G* 3.1.9.2 software. Therefore, the sample size is quite 
adequate for this kind of research. The data is collected from respondents belonging to 
diverse socio-economic backgrounds in terms of gender, age, education, designation and 
experience. 
 
3.2. Measures and Instruments 
The measurement instruments used in this study are borrowed from different 
researches identified during literature review. All measures are rated on 5-point Likert 
scales (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). The job insecurity instrument is taken form 
De Witte (2000) containing 4 items, used by Vander Elst et al. (2014). Employee 
engagement is measured through a scale developed by Saks (2006), comprising 6 items 
each for job engagement and organizational engagement. Job burnout is measured using 
Maslach and Jackson’s (1981) scale followed by Choi et al. (2012). The study uses two 
dimensions of job burnout: emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, comprising 4 
items each. The instrument for knowledge sharing is taken from Huang (2009), 
encompassing 4 items. The instrument to measure knowledge hiding is also taken from 
previously published researches. The instrument is shaped by 3 items. 
 
3.3. Data analysis 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) comprehends two types, i.e., covariance-based 
SEM (CB-SEM) and variance-based SEM or partial least squares SEM (PLS-SEM; also 
called PLS path-modeling).  CB-SEM, which is one of the maximum-likelihood modeling 




































































fit of the proposed model by goodness-of-fit tests, and is suitable for confirmatory studies. 
On the contrary, PLS-SEM is one of the multiple linear regression modeling techniques 
(e.g., SmartPLS, WarpPLS, PLS-Graph, and ADANCO), that relies on the maximization 
of the explained variance of the dependent variables, and is suitable for exploratory studies 
(Astrachan et al. 2014).  
This study employs partial least squares structure equation modeling (PLS-SEM), 
a multivariate analysis technique (Henseler et al. 2015; Richter et al. 2015; Sarstedt et al. 
2017) to estimate the measurement and structural model. PLS-SEM has its distinct features 
compared to CB-SEM. For instance, PLS-SEM does not have minimal requirements of the 
restrictive assumptions such as measurement scales, sample size, and distributional 
assumptions imposed by CB-SEM (Astrachan et al. 2014). 
The use of PLS-SEM in this study is appropriate because: (1) this study focuses on 
prediction and explaining the variance in key target constructs (e.g., knowledge sharing 
and knowledge hiding); (2) the research model shows a complex structure according to the 
type of hypothetical relationships and level of multi-dimensionality (first- and second-
order constructs); (3) the relationship among the main constructs of the study is believed 
to be in early stage of theory development and thus creates the opportunity where new 
phenomena are to be explored; (4) using of latent variables scores in the subsequent 




































































approach for modeling the multidimensionality of work engagement and burnout; and 
finally, (5) this study benefits of the advantages of PLS-SEM in terms of less rigorous 
requirement of restrictive assumption as it enables researchers to create and estimate such 
models without imposing additional limiting constraints (Hair et al. 2017). This study 
employs the SmartPLS 3 software (Ringle et al. 2015) for the PLS analysis. 
 
RESULTS  
4.1. Measurement Model 
The evaluation of the measurement model focuses on the psychometric properties 
of reliability, validity and dimensionality of each construct. These were assessed prior to 
undertaking hypothesis testing via exploratory factor analysis (EFA), by assessing the 
reliabilities, average variance extracted (AVE), square root of the average variance 
extracted, and interconstruct correlations. This study operationalizes work engagement and 
job burnout as second-order reflective composite constructs. This way, work engagement 
is modeled as a composite reflective construct (Mode A), made up of two first-order 
reflective dimensions: job engagement and organization engagement. As in Table 1, the 
two first-order reflective dimensions reflect the higher-order composite construct. 
Similarly, this study measures job burnout as a second-order reflective composite construct 
consisting of two first-order reflective dimensions: depersonalization and emotional 
exhaustion. All other constructs are modeled as first-order reflective constructs.  
The assessment of the individual reliability of the items depends on examining the 




































































0.707 (Fornell and Larcker 1981). This study follows Kock’s (2014) recommendation to 
use one-tailed p values. Table 1 provides the standardized factor loadings for all first order 
reflective constructs of each measurement item. The t-test of all the loadings is at the p < 
.001 level. All the loadings are significant with few exceptional cases that are: J-In2 and 
EE-OE3. These two items, which have loadings below 0.7 were found problematic and 
removed from further analysis. 
The reliability and convergent validity of the constructs is evaluated by analyzing 
the Cronbach’s alpha, Dijkstra-Henseler’s rho (ρA), and composite reliability of the 
indicator. A recommended value of 0.70 (in exploratory research, 0.60 to 0.70 is considered 
acceptable) is considered as a threshold value for all these three approaches. The scores of 
Cronbach's alpha, Dijkstra-Henseler’s rho (ρA), and composite reliability are above the 
minimum threshold, indicating adequate convergence or internal consistency (Table 1). 
Table 2 and Table 3 show the means, standard deviation, correlation for all the first-order 
and second-order level constructs respectively and the square root of the AVE on the 
diagonals. Mean values depict that most constructs are generally above their respective 
mid-point, while correlations among the independent constructs are relatively low. Thus, 
multicollinearity was not a concern in this study as shown in Table 1 (Hair et al. 2017). 
--------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 1 about here 
--------------------------------------- 
 
The average variance extracted (AVE) provides an assessment of convergent 
validity. Fornell and Larcker (1981) recommend an AVE value ≥0.50. This means that 




































































suggestion, all the first-order as well as second-order level constructs have an AVE value 
above this minimum as shown in Table 1.  
This study assesses the discriminant validity using three approaches: (1) Fornell-
Larcker criterion; (2) cross loading; and, (3) the heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations 
(HTMT). The correlation matrix in Table 2 and Table 3 show that, for each pair of 
constructs, the AVE square root of each construct is higher than the absolute value of their 
correlation (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The results of the cross loading of all items loaded 
higher on their respective constructs than on the other constructs and the cross-loading 
differences are much higher than the suggested threshold of 0.10 (Gefen and Straub 2005). 
Finally, in all cases the HTMT values are below the threshold of 0.85 or 0.90 (see the 
diagonal values in Table 2 and Table 3). These results confirm that the discriminant validity 
is present in this study.  
---------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 2 about here 
---------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 3 about here 
---------------------------------------- 
 
4.2. Structural Model  
This study follows the recommendations in Hair et al. (2017) to evaluate the 
structural model. First, potential collinearity is assessed. The only result for assessing 
collinearity issues is the variance inflation factor (VIF) value. Table 1 shows minimal 
collinearity in the structural model as all the values of VIF are below the common cutoff 
threshold of 5 to 10 (Hair et al. 2017).  
Second, the structural model predictability is computed by means of variance 




































































Third, the sizes and significance of the path coefficients that represent the derived 
hypotheses are examined. Following Hair et al. (2017), the significance levels of the path 
coefficients are obtained using the bootstrapping procedure (with a number of 5000 
bootstrap samples and 135 bootstrap cases). Table 4 provides the path coefficients, t-
statistics, significance level, p-values as well as the accompanying bootstrap confidence 
intervals at 95 percent. An analysis of path coefficients and levels of significance shows 
that all hypotheses are accepted except H4.  
Fourth, the blindfolding procedure produces the Q2 values, which applies a sample 
re-use technique that omits part of the data matrix and uses the model estimates to predict 
the omitted part. For PLS-SEM models, a Q2 value larger than zero in the cross-validated 
redundancy report indicates predictive relevance. Table 4 provides the Q2 values of all 
three dependent constructs. All Q2 values are considerably above zero, thus providing 
support for the model’s predictive relevance in terms of out-of-sample prediction (Hair et 
al. 2012). 
Finally, this study also calculates the overall model fit through standardized root-
mean square residual (SRMR) as the root mean square discrepancy between the observed 
correlation and the model implied correlations. This study follows Henseler et al. (2015) 
and refers to the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) as an index for model 
validation. Values below 0.08 are favorable in this instance (Hu and Bentler 1999). While 
the model estimation with PLS-SEM in this study reveals a SRMR value of 0.07, which 






































































Insert Table 4 about here 
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5. Discussion and conclusion 
The objective of this study is manifold. It examines the influence of job insecurity 
in shaping expatriate employee’s perceptions of wellbeing –engagement and burnout– and 
how does such perception of wellbeing develop their knowledge sharing and knowledge 
hiding behaviors. It also assesses the direct influence of job insecurity on expatriate 
employee’s knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding behaviors. This study is conducted 
in the context of expatriate employees working in the currently uncertain labor market 
environment in Saudi Arabia, due to localization policies of the Saudi government.   
Interestingly, some findings of this study do not match the findings of many 
previous theoretical studies owing to specific context of this study, which we believe is the 
strength of this research. The empirical results of this study reveal a positive association 
between job insecurity and knowledge sharing, which is contrary to our theoretical 
argument and the findings of many previous studies. However, there is no significant 
association found between job insecurity and knowledge hiding. This fact suggests that job 
insecurity exerts an external pressure on employees and in order to secure their job, 
expatriate employees tend to increase their knowledge sharing activities instead of hiding 
knowledge. This is in line with self-determination theory (Ryan and Deci 2001), therefore, 
when expatriate employees fear losing their job, they increase their engagement at work 
and share more knowledge. Similarly, Stander and Rothmann (2010) and Serenko and 
Bontis (2016) note that external pressures caused by job insecurity can change employees’ 




































































Likewise, contrarily to what we expected, empirical results reveal a positive tie 
between work engagement and burnout, whereas previous studies like the one developed 
by Upadyaya et al. (2016) sustain that work engagement and burnout symptoms are 
negatively associated over time. Besides, this study found a positive and significant 
influence of job insecurity on employees’ perceptions of wellbeing –approached by their 
levels of work engagement, and burnout–. Hence two questions of utmost interest arise at 
this point: (1) how can job insecurity be simultaneously leading to superior levels of work 
engagement and burnout?, and (2) Can the employees’ work engagement lead them to 
higher levels of burnout? A possible explanation to both questions might be found in the 
findings of Timms et al. (2012) in their article entitled ‘Burnt-out but engaged: the co-
existence of psychological burnout and engagement’. These authors argue that for 
individuals and groups that work under pressure it is plausible that certain aspects of 
engagement (i.e. absorption and dedication) may coexist with burnout symptoms. Such 
reasoning is coherent with what studies like the ones developed by Schaufeli and Bakkers 
(2003) and Sonnentag (2005) uphold, mainly suggesting that work engagement and 
burnout constitute opposite sides of wellbeing and that poor working conditions will lead 
inevitably to burnout despite the employees still feel dedicated to their work (Timms et al. 
2012). Furthermore, Schaufeli et al. (2008) found that the absorption dimension of work 
engagement also loaded with workaholism. Perhaps workaholism might be also inducing 
our sample respondents to remain burned but engaged, given that that workaholics tend to 
find their job activity compulsively enjoyable, despite they work under pressure (McMillan 
and O’Driscoll 2008). A possible clue to better understand this phenomenon is that those 




































































and anxiety regarding the completion of their tasks, which could ultimately end in 
experiencing burnout symptoms. 
Moreover, coherently with what it was theorized, work engagement is shown to be 
positively associated to knowledge sharing. Thus, those employees that feel deeply 
engaged at the workplace may be more likely to rely on knowledge sharing behaviors. 
Finally, burnout is significantly related to knowledge hiding behavior among expatriate 
employees. This suggests that when employees feel psychologically exhausted and burned 
at work, they may incur in knowledge hiding behaviors. Perhaps this might be in line with 
employees’ complaints about “being extremely busy to share their knowledge with others”. 
These findings are coherent with previous studies (i.e., Ford and Staples 2008; Ford et al. 
2015) and provide empirical support for the ties between Work Engagement Theory and 
the employees’ attitude and commitment towards knowledge sharing. Concretely, they 
reveal the relevant role of work engagement promotion and burnout prevention while 
driving expatriate employees’ knowledge sharing behaviors.  
This paper brings several important managerial and practical implications for 
companies. Our study sheds light upon  whether expatriate employees are willing or not to 
share knowledge on the basis of their perceived workplace wellbeing. On the basis of our 
empirical results, we would recommend managers to promote a set of human resources 
management initiatives oriented at emphasizing expatriate employees’ levels of 
engagement, health perception and wellbeing at the workplace (i.e., proper job design, job 
enrichment, avoiding lack of meaningfulness, providing adequate compensation policies, 
etc.). This is in line with prior managerial literature that assumes employees’ engagement 




































































performance (Bakker and Bal 2010; Ford et al 2015). In sum, the more a company want 
their expatriates to be willing to remain involved in knowledge sharing behaviors, the more 
managers should focus on reducing burnout drivers, improving work-related psychological 
conditions (i.e., diminishing job insecurity and uncertainty) and assuring that expatriates 
are highly engaged to their work. This implies that those firms that ignore the benefits of 
assuring proper working conditions and job engagement among their expatriate employees, 
may find their knowledge-sharing initiatives to deteriorate. 
This research has certain limitations that we aim to highlight. For instance, the data 
was only collected from 265 expatriate employees working in Saudi Arabia. Therefore, 
researchers should be carefully while generalizing these findings to other countries across 
the globe. A large sample size could also increase the validity of the findings of this 
research. In addition, a comparative analysis between the perceptions of local and 
expatriate employees’ perception of job insecurity, work engagement, burnout, knowledge 
sharing and hiding behavior might provide interesting findings in future. Some other 
constructs can also be used to explain why expatriate employees are willing to engage at 
workplace and share knowledge despite of having a high level of job insecurity. Moreover, 
future studies could examine the moderating role of cultural aspects (religion or customs) 
or physical aspects (installations or attraction of the destination country) in the expatriate 
employees’ wellbeing. As well as, knowing if hiding knowledge could bring associated 
problems when the expatriate employee returns to his country for illicit behavior. On the 
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Measurement Model Results at First-order Level and Second-order Level. 







Step I: Results  of the assessment of measurement model for first-order constructs  
Job Insecurity     0.86 0.89 0.91 0.78 1.37 
 J-In1 Chances are I will soon lose my job. 0.86 0.04 23.77      
 J-In2* I am sure I can keep my job.         
 J-In3 
I feel insecure about the future of my 






I think I might lose my job in the near 





Job engagement     0.70 0.72 0.82 0.53 1.64 
 EE-JE1 I really “throw” myself into my job. 0.79 0.05 16.83      
 
EE-JE2 
Sometimes I am so into my job that I 







This job is all consuming; I am totally 







My mind often wanders and I think of 





 EE-JE5 I am highly engaged in this job. 0.86 0.06 14.63      
Organization engagement    0.82 0.85 0.87 0.57 1.58 
 
EE-OE1 
Being a member of this organization is 







One of the most exciting things for me 
is getting involved with things 










































































I am really not into the “goings-on” in 
this organization. 






Being a member of this organization 






Being a member of this organization is 






I am highly engaged in this 





Emotional Exhaustion      0.81 0.83 0.88 0.64 2.44 
 
JB-EE1 
I feel emotionally drained from 







I feel used up by the end of the 







 I feel fatigued when I get up in the 






I feel burned out from customer 





Depersonalization     0.83 0.85 0.88 0.66 2.48 
 
JB-Dep1 
 I have become more callous 







I feel that I treat customers as if they 







I worry about being callous (heartless) 







 I have become callous (heartless) 





Knowledge sharing     0.70 0.72 0.82 0.54 1.40 
 KS1 
I often share the reports and official 
documents from my work with the 









































































I always share my manuals, 
methodologies and models with the 






I often share my experience or know-






I always share my know-where and 
know-whom when prompted by the 





Knowledge hiding     0.82 0.82 0.89 0.73 1.45 
 
KH1 
Withhold helpful information or 
knowledge from my Saudi co-







Try to hide innovative 
achievements from my Saudi co-







Do not transform personal 
knowledge and experience into 
organizational knowledge from my 





Step II:  Results of the assessment of measurement model after generating second order constructs 







Work engagement     0.70 0.82 0.81 0.69 1.04 
  Job engagement 0.97 0.02 60.88      
  Organization engagement 0.65 0.13 5.12      
Job burnout     0.86 0.86 0.93 0.88 1.50 
  Depersonalization 0.93 0.01 78.65      
  Emotional Exhaustion  0.94 0.01 120.59      
Note:  * Problematic item and removed from final analysis. S.L = Standard loadings; S.E = Standard error; a Test-statistics are obtained 




































































rho; C.R = Composite reliability; AVE = Average variance extracted; c Percentage of variance of item explained by the latent variable; 






































































Mean, standard deviations, correlations and discriminant validity results at first-order level. 
  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Job insecurity 3.00 0.83 0.88 0.40 0.30 0.62 0.62 0.40 0.65 
2. Job engagement 3.35 0.64 0.30 0.73 0.64 0.38 0.53 0.42 0.47 
3. Organization engagement 3.43 0.67 0.24 0.46 0.76 0.30 0.27 0.64 0.26 
4. Depersonalization 2.90 0.95 0.54 0.29 0.26 0.81 0.90 0.38 0.79 
5. Emotional exhaustion 3.15 0.86 0.53 0.40 0.21 0.75 0.80 0.53 0.12 
6. Knowledge sharing 3.27 0.75 0.29 0.38 0.47 0.29 0.39 0.73 0.47 
7. Knowledge hiding 2.92 0.98 0.56 0.36 0.22 0.38 0.29 0.35 0.85 
Note: SD = Standard deviation; Diagonal and italicized elements are the square roots of the AVE (average variance 
extracted).  
Below the diagonal elements are the correlations between the constructs values 













































































  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Job insecurity 3.00 0.83 1.00 0.40 0.62 0.29 0.56 
2. Work engagement 3.39 0.65 0.20 0.83 0.50 0.54 0.42 
3. Burnout 3.02 0.91 0.58 0.25 0.94 0.39 0.66 
4. Knowledge sharing 3.27 0.75 0.29 0.49 0.37 1.00 0.35 
5. Knowledge hiding 2.92 0.98 0.56 0.25 0.47 0.35 1.00 
Note: SD = Standard deviation; Diagonal and italicized elements are the square roots of the AVE 
(average variance extracted).  
Below the diagonal elements are the correlations between the constructs values 

















































































95% Confidence  
interval 
Conclusion 
Job insecurity → Work engagement 0.25* 0.13 1.92 (0.04, 0.46) Sig. H1; supported  
Job insecurity → Burnout 0.55*** 0.08 6.75 (0.42, 0.68) Sig. H2; supported 
Job insecurity → Knowledge sharing 0.10** 0.04 2.54 (0.03, 0.17) Sig. H3; supported 
Job insecurity → Knowledge hiding 0.03 NSig. 0.04 0.90 (-0.04, 0.10) NSig. H4, not supported 
Work engagement → Burnout 0.14* 0.09 1.66 (0.01, 0.29) Sig. H5, supported 
Work engagement → Knowledge sharing 0.48*** 0.02 24.00 (0.45, 0.51) Sig. H6, supported 
Burnout → Knowledge hiding 0.46*** 0.02 23.00 (0.43, 0.49) Sig. H7, supported 
SRMR composite model = 0.07 
R2 Work engagement = 0.10;  Q
2 
  Work engagement  = 0.09 
R2 Employee burnout = 0.35;  Q
2 
  Employee burnout = 0.29 
R2 Knowledge sharing = 0.48;  Q
2 
  Knowledge sharing = 0.46 
R2  Knowledge hiding = 0.44;  Q
2 
  Knowledge hiding = 0.43 
Note:  *t(0.05, 4999) =1.65; **t(0.01, 4999) = 2.33; ***t(0.001, 4999) = 3.09. Sig. denotes a significant direct effect at 0.05; Nsig. denotes a non-
significant direct effect at 0.05(based on t(4999), one-tailed test). 
 R2 = Determination coefficients; Q2= Predictive relevance of endogenous (omission distance=7). 
Threshold for R2 value ≥ 0.25 (weak); ≥ 0.50 (moderate); ≥ 0.75 (substantial).  
Threshold for Q2 value > 0 indicate predictive relevance. 
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FIGURE 1 
Conceptual Model 
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